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tiff has performed. However, no principle supports them in refusing it when the 
plaintiff, though not originally bound, has submitted himself to the jurisditcion of 
the court, and can now be compelled to perform. 

Trade Unions — Picketing — Intimidation.— The defendants, white workers for 
the plaintiff company, struck and picketed the plaintiff's mill. As a result the negro 
non-striking employees remained away from work until the pickets were withdrawn 
pursuant to an injunction issued on the ground of intimidation of the negroes by 
the strikers. The controlling evidence consisted of affidavits by the negroes 
"showing some threats and acts of violence by the strikers." These statements 
were subsequently recanted at a meeting of the strikers. In his finding of intimida- 
tion, the judge below intimated that the acts of the pickets would not have put 
white workmen in fear. The defendants appealed. Held, appeal dismissed. King 
et al. v. Weiss &Lesh Mfg. Co. (C. C. A. 1920) 266 Fed. 257. 

On the ground that picketing necessarily implied violence some courts consid- 
ered all picketing unlawful. Pierce v. Stablemen's Union (1909) 156 Cal. 70, 103 
Pac. 324; Beck v. Railway Teamsters Union (1898) 118 Mich. 497, 77 N. W. 13. 
Now the general rule is that peaceable picketing for the purpose of persuasion or 
entreaty, rs not unlawful. Karges Furniture Co. v. Amalgamated Woodworkers 
Union (1905) 165 Ind. 421, 7 5N. E. 877; see Jones v. Van Winkle Machine Works 
(1908) 131 Ga. 336, 62 S. E. 236; Rogers v. Evarts (1891.) 17 N. Y. Supp. 264. 
However, when the picketing operates on the fears of the non-strikers rather than 
on their judgment, it is unlawful intimidation. Local Union No. 313 v. Stathakis 
(1918) 135 Ark. 86, 205 S .W. 450; Atchison, etc. Ry. v. Gee(C. C. 1905) 139 Fed. 
582. "Duress, not persuasion, should be restrained and punished." See Iron Mould- 
ers Union v. Allis-C halmers Co. (1908) 166 Fed. 45, 51. Generally courts have been 
careful to point out that picketing is intimidating only when there has been actual 
violence or a display of force inspiring an apprehension of danger such as the 
massing of large numbers of strikers, the calling of opprobrious names, threatening 
gestures, and the like. American Steel & Wire Co. v. Wire Drawers' Union (C. C. 
1898) 90 Fed. 608; see Michaels v. Hillman (1920) 112 Misc. 395, 183 N. Y. Supp. 
195. But an injunction will issue even if the pickets' acts, speech, and numbers 
would not intimidate men of ordinary courage and determination, for the weaker 
and more timid workers should also be able to come and go without mental dis- 
turbance. See Union Pac. R. R. v. Ruef (C. C. 1902) 120 Fed. 102; Atchison, etc. 
Ry. v. Gee, supra. Conceding that negroes in this locality might more easily be 
intimidated than white men, the evidence of their being subjected in the instant 
case to that form of intimidation which is a basis for injunctive relief seems 
slender, especially since they outnumbered the strikers more than seven to one. 
See People v. Wilzig (1886) 4 N. Y. Cr. R. 403, 414; American Steel & Wire Co. 
v. Wire Drawers' Union, supra. Notwithstanding the fact that Section 20 of the 
Clayton Act, (1914) 38 Stat. 730, 2 U. S. Comp. Stat. (1916) §1243d, applicable to 
this case, permits peaceable picketing, the court seemed to think that merely because 
the negroes stayed away owing to the presence of the pickets, and returned after 
they were withdrawn, therefore the picketing was intimidating. This amountts to 
saving that peacable picketing is unlawful — a doctrine which nullifies the Clayton 
Act, and is against the weight of modern authority. 

Wills — Apportionment — Cumulative Preferred Shares. — The testator bequeathed 
to his son cumulative preferred stock on which no dividends had been declared 
during the years 1905 and 1906. In 1907 a dividend was declared sufficient to cover 
the amount of the omitted dividends. The testator died in 1905 and his executors 
claim a portion of the dividend declared in 1907 under the Apportionment Act, St. 
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33 & 34 Vic. (1870) c. 35. Held, the whole dividend belongs to the son. In re 
Wakley; IVackley v. Vachell L1920] 2 Ch. 205. 

At common law, with few exceptions, rents, dividends and annuities were not 
apportionable. Matter of Kane (1901) 64 App. Div. 566, 72 N. Y. Supp. 333; 
Kearney v. Cruikshank (1889) 117 N. Y., 95, 22 N. E. 580. The English statute of 
1870, and New York Code Civ. Proc. §2674 were enacted to modify this harsh rule. 
These enactments provide that rents, dividends and annuities must be treated as 
accruing daily over the period for which they are paid and must be apportioned be- 
tween successive parties who are entitled to enjoy them. In the instant case if 
the dividend declared in 1907 covered the period prior to the testator's death, his 
estate was entitled to a proportionate share of the dividend under the Apportion- 
ment Act. Two cases similar in their facts arose prior to the decision in the in- 
stant case, and in neither was the application of the Apportionment Act urged. 
In re Sale, Nisbet v. Philp [1913] 2 Ch. 697; In re Taylor's Trust, Mathe- 
son v. Taylor [1905] 1 Ch. 734. The opinion in the instant case rests 
on the theory announced in those cases which hold that a cumulative 
dividend the amount of which covers a default extending over prior 
years does not constitute a series of dividends for those years, but merely 
a dividend for the current period. Accordingly such a dividend is but an ordinary 
one, the amount of which represents the product of the agreed return upon the 
stock and the number of dividends passed. This reasoning is approved in the in- 
stant case. According to the report of the directors the 1907 dividend was declared 
for the three preceding years, yet since it was ultra vires for them to declare such a 
dividend according to the articles of association, the court had to regard it as per- 
taining to the year 1907 alone, so as to uphold its validity. Had the testator died 
in 1907, clearly the Apportionment Act would apply. Buckeley v. Stephens [1896] 
2 Ch. 241. But having died in 1905, he did not live within any portion of the period 
represented by the dividend, and therefore the estate had no claim to any part 
thereof. 

Wills — Fee Simple — Devise Over to Collateral Heir. — A testatrix devised lands 
to her bachelor-cousin, the plaintiff in this action, and "at his death without an 
heir," to the defendant, who is the plaintiff's nephew, and his heirs. The defendant 
was a possible heir of the plaintiff. Held, under sections 28 and 29 of the Wills 
Act, 1837, the plaintiff took an estate in fee simple subject to an executory devise 
over to the defendant, if the plaintiff should have no heir of his body at the time 
of his death. Re Thomas; Vivian v. Vivian (1920) 123 L. T. R. 40. 

Where, as in the instant case, the second devisee is a collateral heir to the prior 
one who is given a fee simple, it has been well established both before and after 
the Wills Act, that since it is impossible for the first devisee to die without an 
heir while the remainderman or his issue continue, "heirs" means "heirs of his 
body," and the first devisee takes an estate tail followed by a contingent remainder 
in fee. Before the Wills Act: Webb v. Hearing (1617) 2 Cro. Jac. 415; Parker v. 
Thacker (1800) 3 Lev. 70. After the Wills Act: Hancock v. Clavey (1871) 25 L. 
T. 323; In re Waugh, Waugh v. Cripps [1903] 1 Ch. 744. If the gift over in the 
instant case had been to a stranger there is no doubt that sections 28 and 29 of 
the Wills Act would have conferred a fee simple on the plaintiff followed by an 
executory devise to the defendant and his heirs. 1 Jarman, Wills (6th ed. 1910) 658. 
But it seems that the intention of the testatrix must have been to give the plaintiff 
an estate tail only; otherwise, no effect whatever would be given to the words "die 
without an heir" where the gift over is to a possible heir. The proper construction 
of the will, therefore, seems to be a devise to the plaintiff and the heirs of his body, 
followed by a remainder in fee simple expectant upon the plaintiff's death without 
such heirs. 



